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Eduardo Rivera appeals from a condition of supervised release imposed

following his guilty-plea conviction to bank robbery in violation of 18 U.S.C.  

§ 2113(a).  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm. 

Rivera contends that the district court erred by including a condition of

supervised release requiring him to submit to drug testing “as instructed by the

probation officer.”  Because Rivera did not object to this provision at sentencing,

we review for plain error.  See United States v. Stephens, 424 F.3d 876, 879 n.1

(9th Cir. 2005).  

Rivera has not shown that the error affected his substantial rights and has not

shown that it affected the “fairness, integrity or public reputation of judicial

proceedings.”  United States v. Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 736 (1993) (internal

quotations omitted).  Furthermore, Rivera has another remedy available to him,

namely a motion to modify the conditions of supervised release under 18 U.S.C. 

§ 3583(e)(2).

AFFIRMED.


